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RESPONSE 

Mail Stop AF 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

This is submitted in response to the Official Action dated January 3, 2006. The 
Applicants submit the following remarks in support of withdrawal of all of the rejections and 
prompt allowance of all the solicited claims. 

The Applicants note the rejection of Claims 1-5, 10, 12, 14 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §112. 

The rejection takes the position that: 

The instant claimed limitations N/Al ratio and N dissolved content in 
claims 1, 2, 10, and 12 have no literal support in the specification 
originally filed. 

Also, the rejection states "N/Al being '0.3 or more 5 as originally claimed could merely mean 
0.3 1 not 0.6 as instantly claimed. Same rationale holds true for N in the dissolved state." 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the above position in the rejection does not 
properly state the requirements for §112 on the one hand and is inaccurate on the other hand. 
The Applicants will first address the claimed "N in the dissolved state being 0.0030% or more." 



~PHILl:3754164.vl 



